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gmcept a na Impori-.;:^ 

To comprehend the actual meaning of the term 'eooncmlc 

infrastructure', it is deemed desirable to ec™™-,- * ,= • 

uKfc>xi-cinj.e to acquaint# first of 

all, with the ccucept of infrastructure Itself. Broadly 
peaking, infrastructure may be defined in four ways. First, 
it is conceived as comprising those basic services and public 
utilities which are essential for various binds of economic 
activities concerning primary, secondary and tertiary sectors. ^ 
Hence, it -includes all public services frcm law and or*r 

through, education and Dublin 

public health to transportation, oorounl- 

oatlon, power ana water supply, as ,«ll as such agricultural 
overhead capital as irrigation and drainage systems.^ 

Second, the two basic channels of investment as identified 
in the sphere of development planning are social overhead 
capital (SOC) and directly productive activities (EPA) . Of 

the former is, sometimes, called infrastructure which is, 
in other words, defined as capital goods used directly or 
Mdirectly in the production of goods and services. ^ Third, it 
la also conceived is diversified investment in the general 
growth of economy lite rail-road system and electric power rathe. 


S;e"l^„^^riiudLsr”L«tog!°“ instlbrte Of 
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t.a„ .„.est.ent 

xnally at as said that at least three basic conditions must 

- — - sn activity tor its inclusion in the category 

of infrastructure : (1) the services nrovi k u 

provided by the activity 

fa .a^te, or are in some sense basic to, the carrying o, 
g at variety of economic actlvitieo. (li) 

provided bv the pub,1 ’ 

,... - e public agencies free cf charge or at rates 

regulated by public agencies; and (;;il th’ 

inported.^ Hoover all th- f 

tors amnh • defining infrastruo- 

ture emphasise its roio -lo j. . . ■ 

great va ' +■ <^arrying out a 

great variety Of economic activities. 

The major components of fhno ,■ x: 
as »,l , infrestructure are econcmac 

as -well as social. The econom-ir. rn 

■ -oonomac components ccmprlse road, 

^transport, comraunloatlon, suppiv ' 

whereas the social co 

social components include education, medical- ' 
services, financial institutions, etc All th, 
infrasttiict. " * °°ni>°nents of 

turn are deemed to be both causa tp and effect of 

development, ffence i ' ■■ ■ 

rience, social service g 

health ate a education and 

no doubt, an equal ’v tri-'-Ti k 

However the eco ' ■ —1 bases for development. 

' '==°nomac infrastructure considered h-r, 

' rrr-a-,-i-^ t i>-j-awrcci here assumes much 

g-ater importance primarily because of the too male 

tions. First thei ^1 ^ consiflera- 

. iJirst, the components of economir 

t^lativelv 1 " ' infrastructure absorb 

seoond thei , ’ 

aeo„ . . ""f «-«lopment have given rise to' many 

nomac issues in develqslng countries partacuTarly I d ' ' h 

Government is coiTOittPd k-' '' ' - ^ly India where 

- commrtted .so achieve the objective of economic 

growth with social Justice;' j cb J - •' ' 
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The importance of economic infrastructure was well 
recognisea even during the nineteenth and early twentieth 
century when the large share of foreign investment in India was 
diverted towards building of economic infrastjructure particu— 
larly railroads. Cbviously/ this vras justifiable because a 
certain minimum prior build up of economic infrastructure is 
always needed for emergence of the necessary spreading effects 
from the leading ssctci/ space. The scale of this prior minimum 
build up would/ however/ vary from economy to economy/ depen*- 
ding on their previous history/ geography/ resources/ etc."^ 
Morecver, it is often argued that enhanced, availabilities of ■ 
economic infrastructure like electric power and transportation 
facilities are essential preconditions for economic development. 
Although in some cases it does not have a direct bearing on 
final product, it permits and, in fact, invites direct product- 
ive activities to come in. ’I'he net wDrk of economic infrastru- 
cture is basic to every t 3 rpe of production whether agriculture, 
manufacturing or service industries, whether production for the 
home, or the export market. It st3.mulates economc growth by 
making product and factor markets function mors efficiently. 

Some of the economic infrastructure like electricity can have 
even greater impact on development because they facilitate not 
only agricultural, industrial and other economic activities but 
also provide important direct consumption benefits.^ 

In sum, the economic infrastructure plays an activating 
role in the process of both economic and social develcpment, It 
occupies... a -significant place in regional development particularly 



— ciuu promotion of depressed -or -back ward 

regions. It promotes economic efficiency of the region/area 
by bringing about an enhancement in accessibility to productive 
resources and physical mobility of the raw materials, finished 
products and factors of production, it increases the scale of 
production and helps in establishing the strong economic 
linkages. Finally, it enhances adoption and coverage of moderr 

technology, gro;,?th and diversification of demand for finished 
products, 


ine puoiic sector programmes in India are 
concerned with the allocation of public funds • 
thosG activities/ which are cnnc! 1 4-/-> j- 


power or the 


tue period Of previous plans. In its s 
that as much as 53 per cent of the total finan 
India during the period of planned development 
wards development of the core of occnomic infr 
would be evident from the- follovjing table : 
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A Pr^^ionatel, aXl«at.o„ of ffnancfal foaoufoes 

to aoveXcp„e„f of oco„c.fo f„f„atfoof«^ fo .o p.f.aflx, 

the need base because access 'tn --in " " ■'■■ ' \ 

access to an area by different kinds of 

economic infrastructure is in*- = 

. andi.pensabXy rac[Uirca for gearing up 

r economic activities. In view of these allocations, «. 

Observe that gnite- a large number of studies analysing the 

relationship between individual ooncohcnts o# ' 

con^^aents of econanic infrast- 

ructure and development have been carried .t in India during 
tbe recent past. « But studies pertaining to the analysis of 
development taking into account an in tearated 
inffastrUcture fiavs reTpiiTr x-i. 

rarely been attempted so far, 

^^he present paper, therefore, aims at examining the inter. 

unship between economic infrastructure and develcpn^nt and 

rdentifying the role of the former in the latter through ' 

comparative analysis of the relevant i. 

itates at t • ^ t data available for different 

states at points of time, i.e., iPyo-Vi and 1980 . 81 . The 

major issues requiring special f ecus in the present cent t 

te as follows , • " context would 

first, it is argued that the avail owm- 
nf cccnomi ■ ,, availability of a similar kind 

of economic infrastructure does not produce a similar kind of 
economic benefits in different situatipns because of the ' 
differences in resource endo«„ents/potentiais, structure of 
economy and levels of development. Corollary to this, the requi- 
reneat of a minimum guantum of economio infrastructure also 

differs from economy to economy obviou-l-, w 

. „ Obuiouoly because of the differ- 

ences in topography, climatic' conditions, otc ' l- - , is 
fnrp hp in-(-'a j- • « I u wouid/ there- 

fore, be interesting to analyse the r-oi o . 

- -t- f economic infrastruc— 


ture in augmenting the level of development in different 
regions or states.* 

Second, strengthening of the basic economic infrastructure 

like po'wer, road and irrigation has always been considered to 

be an essential prerequisite for accelerating the pace of 

development. With the result, a huge amount of investment has 

been made on the development of SCXi: particularly economic 

infrastructure in India during the previous plans. In ;^ite of 
' ^ ■ ■ ■ 
the consistent growth in the economic infrastructure, it iS/. 

however, alleged that a tendency of divergence in levels of 
economic infrastructure is, still, continuing. It would, 
therefore, be imperative to examine (i) as to what extent the 
provision ’of higher allocation of financial resources to backward 
states has resulted in an improvement in economic infrastructure-, 
ii) whether inter- regional disparities in levels of economic 
infrastructure have shov;n a tendency of convergence during 
seventies as compared to sixties, (iii) is there any relation- 
ship between the levels of economic infrastructure and economic 
development, (iv) whether economic infrastructure enjoys the 
highest relative importance among the set of variables selected 
for analysing their functional relationship with economic 
development, and (v) to what extent the development of eccaiomic 
infrastructure has led to diversification of economy from 
primary to secondary and tertiary activities. 

if . 

Henceforth, the terms 'region' and 'stats' have inter- 
changeably been used in the analysis. 



Ill, Vmt hodbloay 


To ensure comparability, of i:e suits at the selected. 


only l5 states of the country could be conside 


Census, Government of India, and the 


Uttar Pradesh, Lucknow particularly various issues of Inter- 


indicators, each having values varying from 


3oeen .'drawn, concern with agricultu 


Sevelopment level of 


subsumed in th 


The index method'' has been’ us 


economic inrra 
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both economic in&ast«ctut. ^velop^ent have been 

-sutea, ustn,. the tonanula ot «ea,htea_ coet^telent of variation 

% • .heotettea.1,, a hf,^, .aXne of ^ 

ig er magnitu<3a of regional disnar-lt-i <= 

^ and Vice versa. B 6 ai*s, 

the multiple regression model is used to ^ ■ 

examine the functional 
lationship between develonraent and orr+,. 

, - =“btain selected variables 

conoeminc key sectors of the econcmv ,rii. 

. economy „itn a view to assessing 

e relative in^ortance of the laht-..- in ti 

xn the forrner*^ 

^vHopment -SiS.-£=-.^on,^ J-Pf ras true tin r-.o ar <.r^ 

1 * .^he Year I 97 n~ .' 7 'i^ . ' ' -■ 

^cording to the composite index of economic infrastructure. 

the states Of Punlab,,xamil «u, Kerala. Oularat, Hafyana, 

Karnataka,- ■Himachal Pradesh and Andhra o-,, >, 

^ i aua Andhra Pradesh attained a 

relatively higher level of eennomic -In- i. 

r ec_.nomc inr restructure in 1970-71 and 

occupied their positions above the national ' .and 

, . , national average. Moreover 

e seven states con^rising „est Bengal, Bttar Pradesh. Maharalh- 

tra. kalasthan, Bihar, Orissa and Hadhya Pradesh could achieve 

oHly lower level of economirt 

r economic infrastructure and held their 

txoTis tel ow the i i 

■ . ^°ald bo evident from ' 

the following .table : 
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Table 2 

Ranking of Sbates bv Composi-te Indices Qf Economic 
Infrastructure and Doyelopment 1970-71 


SI. 

No. 

. state 


Year - 

1970-71 


. CIEI 

Rank 

CID 

Rank 

1. 

Punjab 

207.6 3 

1 

149.70 

1 

2, 

Kerala 

207.15 

2 

116.85 

4 

3. 

Haryana 

188.72 

3 

111.21 

7 

4. 

Tamil Nadu 

179.09 

4 

133.90 

2 

5 « 

Karnataka 

142.44 

5' 

103.67 

8, 

6 o 

Guj arat 

121.41 

6 

116.11 

5 

7. 

Himachal Pradesh 

108.57 

7 

91.75 

12 

8. 

Andhra Pradesh 

108.56 

8 

98.47 

9 

9. 

West Bengal 

97,26 

9 

115.97 

6 

10. 

Uttar Pradesh 

88.24 

10 

94.06 

10 

11. 

Maharashtra 

85.91 

11 

120,-44 

3 

12, 

Raj as than 

84.62 

* 12 

79.59 

14 

13. 

Bihar 

77.83 

13 

91.98 

11 

14. 

Orissa 

64.26 

14 

81.72 

13 

15. 

Madhya Pradesh 

62.63 

15 

74.29 

15 


INDIA 

100.00 

- 

100.00 

■■ 

Weighted Coefficient of 





Va riat ion C V ) 

■ w ' ■■ ■ 

38.64 


17 .56 

- 


Note : CIEI in the above table denotes composite index 
of economic infrastructure and CID stands for 
composite index of development. Both of them are 
based on the cross-section data of the selected 
indicators. 


On the other hand/ according to the composite index of 
develcpment/ the states of Punjab, Tamil Nadu, Maharashtra, 
Kerala, Gujarat, West Bengal, Haryana and Karnataka achieved a 
3 celatively higher level of development in 1970~71 and held 
their positions above the national average. Whereas, irest of, 
the states consisting of Andhra Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, 

• Himachal Pradesh, Orissa, Rajasthan and Madhya Pradesh could 
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th,t ttrr '° ^tween the t«. ^ 

uhe s«c out Of tho eight state- (1 „ :, . 

Kerala Gm'a ■ ""' Tamil Hadu, 

rala, Gujarat, Haryana and Kamata'--,' a ■ „ 

a higher level o'^ „ ' “hta.,a,, which had relatively 

relaLl h h ih*-tructu.re, also- attained a 

-vely higher level of develcpment. Moreover, the five 
States of Tjf^-=,v. B ,3 , tive 

tar Pradesh, Bihar, Oris a -= . . 

^ra-loch u- , '■ ‘^"^J'^sthan and Madhya 

-raJesh, which had a relatively Icter ,..v,^ of 

structure also t* ■ "' aconomlc infra- , 

«-e, also attained aHy lo-wer level of *ve, 

cx aevelopment. 

However, .the two psi 1-0 rh-c i. , 

and ,ndh-a P-ad ■ h »3t tengal ' ' 

dl,vof , ^-ueato do not seem to carry a 

.direct relationship betvieen econ, . .0 - „ 

aevelooment m o " '' 

- ^n case of the tTT'c4- 

-d .^st Bengal) te ohs-rve th " <«aharaahtra 

^= 1 - 1 ./ T'.i- Observe that in sm’trh 

cture heing relatively low, the level of Vv 

to be high (i.e., above the naticnal ^ was found 

Ob +.h u natxonal average) during 1970-71 

On the other hoina • xi'/u /i, 

tner hand, xn respect of the second r.-f 1= 

Andhra Pradesh and wl . 

j-duc-sn -ana Hxmachal Pr^ri?::ic-,k'^ r-. 

Bradesh/ we find that in spite of 

oconomc infrastructure beinr ,bbV ^. ■ 

1 relatrvely ixigh, the level of ' 

evelqpment was comparatively low 1 - ^ n 

y a.oxv, i.ti., below the nation's 7 
average. These t» oppcsing slvuaBVns w 

help of the level - i ^ axplained with the 

and -rti ^ -'^-^-tion, contributions of secondary ' ^ 

rtiary sectors to net dcruestic product and utillsatl ' 
levels of the existing economic In frastructuro Th 
Of urban population to to-tal popni,.,.,^ , ’ “ P“portlcns 

" Maharashtra and Wfest 
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Bengal in 1970~71 


■/ as would b 


Percent' 
age of 
urban 
popula- 
tion to 
total 
popula- 
tion 


cont- No. of 
State wOr Jeers ca' 
oduct employed ta' 
■- fact— CO! 


1« Maharashtra 

2. We St Bengal 

3. Andhra 
■Pradesh 

4 . Himachal 
• - Prades h 


1990 


Statisti cs 
cs Division, 
sh, Luebnow. 


Lon has probably 
economy in both the 
Gt^ntributions of 

these two states 


worked out to 


^ ■‘••40 per cent and 2l 

iployment per lakh of 

was as high as 199 Q ^ 
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at the national level. Not oniv -i-h-- 

contributions 

Of tertiary sector to not domestic product -.n th 

i proauct xn these two states 

were also found to be sioni-Fic-.nti.r h-i k • 

^ ^ ^ -^cantly high, i,e. 37,20 per cent 

and 32,40 per cent respectivelv 

. , Pcctively. Besides, the utilisation 

levels of economic inf ra ■ 

. -structure, rn terras of per capita po«er 

consumption and credit~dr-noc.n 4 .- 

rodit-deposit ratio in Maharashtra was 158 )c„h 

and 88,90 ner 

^ -n. respectively, ..hexeas the corresponding 

tigures in respect of w^st Rpnrr^T 

on ' ^ 118 kwh and 

lu. e80 per cent as aoainst -^hn « ... • 

nata.onal averages of 90 kwh and 

«/ percent. A cumulative effect of^-u-, _ ^ 
led -he 1 factors probably 

led uhese two states to occjittr ^ 

i'-..au.vely higher level of 
development even in the wake of lowe- order -.-f 

economic infrast- 
ructure, -ujiras-c- 

Contrary to the above' t.r- ■ 

„ ^ ^ ^hat the. low level of 

urbanisation in Andhra Pradesh M 9 300 /) n, «• 

^ . ^ 1 ^^ 30 /o) and Himachal Pradesh 

18.00/) during 1970-71 resui tn-’ -in i , 

SLi j. TIG xn J G 5 ?iFj >-#->♦ •? -c 4 ,>s rj ■ » 

^-^'^^roified structure of 

aconony. The contribution of secondary sector t a 

_ oecuor to net domestic 

product was corrparatively low, i n io y,n 

^ ^ ^ 12’^° P®-- cent in Andhra 

ra esh and 16,90 per cent in Himachal 'Orairi^ k 

j:.radcsh as against: 19*70 

per cent on all India Tovoi c- ■- 

per ln,.h a Similarly, the factory «ploy„ent 

per lakh of population in these two ot i 

^'^ates vas also quite low, ■ 

•e., 595 ana 318 persons respectively. Moreover th- c„nt •>. 
tions of ter-F-i ^over, the contrxbu- 

or tertiary sector to ret dcmf^c+-! 

^ domestic product in these two 

staues xvera respectivelv 2 ° ad - 

-y 3,. 40 per cent and 26.00 per cent only, 

as against the nation-nl average of 30 3 .> oe- c- t 

_ y P-- Cont. ■ As to the 

ut_lisat^on levels of cconcmir. -t-t -c . 

-’.»f>:«dtructure, the per capita 

P we.t consumption was 56 kv/h in /ndhri P™m k 

n t.n.ohra Pradesh and 35 kwh in 
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. respectively, 

id to achieve only low level < 
although both Of them were fr 


Cumulati' 


men 


Jnornic in 


However, c 


tuned towards bottom- 


opment 


economic infrastructure 


opment of 


owing table 




¥ 
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■ Table 4 

R anking of -^States by Canpbsite Indices of Economic 
Infrastructure and Development 1980~81 


Si* ' 04 - 4 - 

: NO. 

'Year : 

CIEI Rank 

1980-81 

CID 

Rank 

1 , Punj ab 

216.50 

1 

164.92 

1 

2. Haryana 

157.83 

2 

120.86 

3 

3. Kerala 

141.33 

3 

107.59 

7 

4. Tamil Nadu 

135.08 

4 ' 

121.90 

2 

5. Gujarat 

119.39 

5 

117.88 

6 

6m- Himdchal Pradesh 

■ 115.14 

6 

93.17 

10 

7.’ Karnataka 

113.41 

7 

101.84 

8 

8, Maharashtra 

107.02 

8 

118.06 

■ 5 

9, West Bengal 

103.02 

o 

119.13 

4 

10, Andhra Pradesh ■ 

102.69 

10 

100.95 

9 

11. Raj.asthan . 

101.25 

11 

81.09 

13 

12* Uttar Pradesh - . 

93.53 

•12 

92.07 

11 

1'3 . Bihar 

77.56 

13 . 

89.60 

12 

14 • Orissa 

• 72.86 

14 

77,14 

14 

15, Madhya Pradesh 

71.82 

15 

73.09 

15 


INDIA 

100.00 - 

100.00 

Weighted Coefficient of 



Variation ,( 

27.52 - 

16.81 


Note-: CIEI in the above table denotes composite index 
of economic infrastructure and CID stands for ' 

. composite index* of development. Both of them are 
based on the cross section data of the selected 
indicators.. 


The three states of Maharashtra, West Bengal and Rajasthan, 
which had a relatively lower level of economic infrastructure 
in 1970-71, attained its higher pace during 1980-81, raising the 
total of such . states from eight to eleven. However, the four-,, 
states of Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Orissa and Madhya Pradesh, which 
still hold their positions below the national average in respect 
of economic infrastructure, could not receive priority in 
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allocations Of por capita Plan outtoy during 1951-79.- Sn,ong 

these states, tHs Varied fro„ R3.479 in Bihar to Rs .696 in 

Orissa as against .the national avenge of Rs. 734.16 Hence, 

they deserve a consideration; 

atoly higher allocations of financial resources in the 
subsequent plans. 

on the other, hand, folloring the criterion of ranking, 
obaerve that the states of Punjab, Tcndl Nadu, Maharashtra. . 

- Kerala, Oujarat, *st Bengal, Haryana and Karnataka, which 
occupied a relatively higher level of development in' 1970-7i; ' 

maintained a sofnilar kind Of position during l980-8i. But 

cause of an iniprovement ±n snni 

. t in soci-,j-economic status of Andhra 

Pra^sh, the total strength of the staths having a relatively 

?-cr level of development increased froni eight in 1970-71 

to nine during 1980-81.. ^cording to the conposite index of ' ' 

development, all these states are found to be above the 

national average during each of the selected points of time 

okcopt Andhra Pradesh qualifying for higher level. of develop- 
ment during the latt-r W i 

Of Utta p “ 

Of Uttar .Pradesh, Bihar, Himachal Prad-sh nr-i 

ai Fradesh, Orissa, Rajasthan 

edhya Pradesh continued to hold the position of a 

relatively lower order of develSpment duri na th-.„ ■ 

the composite index of d-v r ' - " " 

dexof development .below the national average. . 

Thus, seme significant' variation, in *h o , 
rf ^ .in -the order of ranking 

r states S(^arately for the f-im ^ 4. ^ 

a , ■ ■ . categories of relatively higher 

and lower levels of devcioDm-7.n+- ^ ^ 

. d- <^cvci.qpmant are, no doubt rT)7-i+-,-. 

quite percep- 


tible. But except in case of Anjihra Pradesh/ inter-state 
upx'Tard or downward movements in levels cf development between 
the two categories has never occurred during the period 1971- 
81, This corroborates the hypothesis that development during 
the previous decade has followed the inter-regional pattern of 
1970—71 only. Although almost all the states seem to be reci- 
pient cf the benefits of previous planning, the state of 
Himachal Pradesh,. Uttar Pradesh, . Bihar, Rajasthan,. Orissa and 
Madhya Pradesh, which according . to the .conposite index„.of 
development still fall below the national average, require a 
. special treatment for accelerating their pace of development in 
future. 

Turning to the aspect of inter— relations hip, we find that 
■ the state of Punjab, which had attained the highest levels of 
both economic infrastructure and" development in 1970-71, also 
held the same position during 1980-81. Besides, during 1980-81 
nine out of the eleven states having g relatively higher level’ 
of economic infrastructure (i.e,, Punjab, Haryana, Kerala, Tamil 
Nadu, Gujarat, Karnataka, Maharashtra, West Bengal and Andhra ' 
Pradesh) also qualified for a relatively . higher level of 
development, Moxreover, the four states of Uttar Piradesh, Bihar 
Orissa and Madhya Pradesh, which had a relatively low level of 
economic infrastructure in both the selected years, could achieve 
only a relatively low level of development, during these years. 

But the two states of Himachal Pradesh and Rajasthan, which had 
a relatively higher level of economic infrastructure in 1980-81, 





Percent' 
age of 
urban 
popula- 
tion to 
total 
pqpula- 
tion 


Per lakh Per Gons- % of 

of popu- capi- sumpr* net 

lation ta con-tion irr- 

sumpt- of iga- 

^ ^ ^ ion of fert- ted 

power ilizer area 

m." Pac- ^ to 
of - tory. ha. of net 

regd. emp- area 

fact- loy- sown 

T'rii^'C! mti-n-t- area 


INDIA 


Inter-S tate Comparative Statls 
Economics and Statistics Divis 
Planning Institute^ Lucknow. 


:om the above table that a relatively lower 
=n in Himachal Pra;]esh and Rajasthan- has 
itributions of secondary and tertiary sectors 
ct, besides less concentration of. reaistered 
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factories effecting lower order o-f .= 4. 

wer order of factory employment. 

More oyer, low per capita consumption of power le=! 
of -Fer-d-n- ' ^ P^wer, less consumption 

f fertilizer per ha. of cropped aro= i 

area and low irrigation 

coverage are the other factors 

Using a slow and vaciliatina 
P-ce.3 o* ,,,30 States. ,3,,; 

^ o op„ont Of -conc^lc in these states has not 

resulted in a commensurate aavelopment of the econany. ' 

The foregoing analysis provides us at least some indicat- 

- 3 to donelude that barring few states oconcmle Infns^tructure 

ems to ha.e moved hand-ln-gloye with develcpment. Preclseir 
the coefficient of corroin-T t- 

t , the two fcr different , 

S’catesi which comes 'OMf* +-rh ■ ■■ 

^ as. 0.9225, also corrobo- 

rates the high degree of association Vvn 4 - 

totween economic infrast- . 

ructure and development, - ■ . 

Besiks, the coefficients of correlation between the 
economic Infrastructure and eertaln bey Indicators of develop- ' 
ment also go in favour of the 

ve finding, as would be evident 

from the following table . 



o Cn:, o^-nsumption of pbv^r — 

t-tlllser per ha. of 

3» Irrigation coverage 

P- ha. 

'• SsrnaT 

7 .■ SbaSSiSon*®^ awBstlc product 


.7589 

.5632 

.3187 

.6549 

.5556 

'.4364 


.8306 

.6507 

*5858 

.7276 
.8265 
► 6460 
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shown 


Value of c 


9one. up durin 


compared to 


ouar eccncmic 
development within th 


niuch closex* t> 


y -ae xegxonal^disparities 

f variation 

'tates, 'Which was 38.61 pen 
reduced to 27-‘^o 


' cent in 1970- 
during 1980-81 


from 17.56 


inv 


during the 
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Table 7: ■ . . 

State-wise Ch^n^.-.. the Ina„„ . 

197 0 ~ 7 i -r— ‘■- — —■ 


SI, 

No. 


State 


- f Use 

•■■ ./'X. xnveR -^ — ■ • 

.1970-71 


1. Punjab 
2* Karala 

3. Haryana 

4. Tamil Nadu 

5. Karnataka 
S. Gujarat 

7. Himachal Pradesh 

8. Andhra Pradesh 
y« West Bengal 

10. Uttar Pradc-sh 

11 . Materashtra 

12. Rajasthan 
13 :* '.'Bihar 

14* ^Orissa , ' 

. Madhya Pradesh 


72.09 

56,40 

58.92 

74.76 

72.78 

95.63 

84.50 

90.70 

119.23 

106.59 

140.19 

94.05 

118,18 

127.17 

118.61 


... ,'^uxxucj'':,, 

~19pl8l"““ 

crease (+)/ 
decrease (— ) in 
1980-81 over 
1970-71 

: 76.17~~^ 

+ 5.65 

76.12 

+34.96 

76.57 

+30.84 

90.24, 

+20.70 

89,79 

+ 23.37 

98.73 

+ 3.24 

80.91 

-4^25 

93.30 

■1 -« r- ^ 

+ 8,37 


98.43 

110.31 

80.08 

115.52 

105,89 

101,76 


“ 3,02 

- 7.66 
-21*32 
-14,86 

- 2.26 
-16.74 
-14.21 


Note 


: Index of officionotr . 

Afferent staLs Js 

formula CId ^r^ived at by using the 

: ; : ' j ' GIEI - ^ ' WO , ■ : 

Of econenac infcaJ^LcteSr'' ^ 

Aocoraing to the ateee table, 1„ almost all the states 

a hlghe. level of tevelgp^at, the effloienoy use of 
investment:; in: percentano'^^^t,tX'^^^^^^ 

o^ent te ■ ® accelerated to a considerable 

a^ent during isgo-si over the base year 197 0 71 -te ' ' 

tiora= ^ t 1^70-71 With excep- 

o Maharashtra and West Bt'-m-ii 

ariations in the percentage inor-epse of o-Ff ■ 

y -tu^^v-asG ot efficiency use n^= 

investment are nr-f-i,.-,. ^ 

are noticed amonc the^e -t-i-hto 

^ otauos, ranging from 3.24 
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per cent in Gujarat to 34.96 per cent in Kerala, Contrary to 
this/ the reverse trend is peix:eptible in- case' of the developing 
states, in , almost -all these states/ the efficiency use of 
investment registered a negative growth during the period with 
the sole exception of Andhra Pradesh, in juxtaposition, vje also 
notice a wide variation in percentage decrease of efficiency use 
of investment among developing states, ranging from - 2,26 per 
cent in Bihar to — 16,74 per cent in Orissa, 

Another dimension associated with the phenomenon of a 
marginal reduction in regional disparities of development during 
seventies seems to be the time lag involved between making , the 
econonic infrastructure available and its effective utilisation 
particularly in case of developing states. In fact, effective 
utilisation of economic infrastructure is inter alia functionally 
related to the awareness, willingness and participation of the 
people which is generally found to be lacking in these states. 
Owing to insufficiency of the required time lag, it was really 
an insurmountable task for the developing -states to achieve the 
desired levels of (fevelqpment,' despite the presence of recently 
developed econoftiic infrastructure. Consequently, a significant 
reduction in the regional disparities failed to materialise as 
witnessed by the marginal decrease in the coefficient of varia- 
tion during seventies, . . ‘ , 
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limctional Rela-h.i nnc 
Key VarJ-ablpjP! 


^^^H^glL.Deve3^qB ment and Certain 


in the p^ce^ng seetion, „e have seen that there exists 

a high degree of association betveOh eoono^c infrastructure 

and development. Now we +.U 

^ P ^ ^ to examine the functional ’ 

relationship between development and certain v ■ 

key variables of 

the economy with a view to assessing the relative 1 ^ 

^ rexat:xve omportance of 

^ eao one of the latter in the former through multiple regression 
ana ysis. fbr this purpose, „e have selected conposite' in,^ 

o development (y) as a dependent variable and separate contri- 

butions of nrim;=t^r ! v ■ 

: pr mary , secondary (x^), tertiary (x,) sectors - 

to net domestic product and composite l„*x of eoononic 
infrastructure (x^) as independent variables. 

■por determining the coefficients of the selected ■ 
independent variables, the state-wise oo^osite index of ^vel- 
qpment (y) has been treated as a function of the selected 
independent variables, i.e., ^ coefficients, 

. thus, arrived at by estimating the multiple regression model 
separately for 1970-71 and 1980-81 are shown below : 

1970~71 

Y = 14.138 + 0.037 x^ + 0.017 Xj + 0.040 Xj + 0.378 x^ 

V ■ (0.48) (5.65)^ 


0.87 
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198Q‘-81 . .... 

y = 1.593 + 0.019 + 0*129 X 2 + 0.04.5 X 3 --+ 0.553 

t= (0,85) . (1.31) (0.64) (9.32) 

0.97 

D.f.= 11 

Thus, the economic irifrastructure in an aggregative form 

seems to have played the highest role in development at both the 

selected points of time as witnessed by its coefficient, the 

value of which increased from 0.378 in l970~71 to 0.55 3 during 

1980~81. However, in case of primary and secondary sectors, we 

Observe that the relative importance of the former in development 

in terms of coefficient significantly reduced from 0.037 in 1970- 

71 to 0.019 during 1980-81, whereas the corresponding coefficient 

of the latter appreciably increased from 0.017 to 0.129 during 

this period. The deceleration in the relative importance of 

primary sector accompanied by the corresponding acceleration in 

respect of secondary and tertiary sectors clearly indicates that 

there have been some definite shifts in the structure of economy 

both at the national as well as state levels during the reference 

period. The share of primary sector in the net domestic product 

at the national level at constant prices of l970'-7l slunped from 

50.10 per cent to 42.50 per cent during 1980—81 - a loss of 7.60 

percentage points. The contribution of secondary sector , 

increased, although not substantially, from 19.70 per cent in 

1970~7l to 21,10 per cent during 1980—81, besides a considerable 

increase in the sha3:o of tertiary sector from 30,20 per cent to 

36,40 per cent during this period. A similar bind of shift is 

17 

also noticed in almost all the states of the country. 
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Thus, ths downward trend in the share of primary sector 
and the upward trend in those of the secondary and tertiary 
sectors seam to be prominent during the previous decade. One 
®y, therefore, conclude that by and large the downward trend 
an the share of the primary sector was off-set by the upward 
trend in the shares of secondary and tertiary sectors in net 
omestic product. A decline in the proportionate share of the ' 
primary sector means that the rate of growth of its net output 
was lower than the rate of growth of total output for tte 
country. Whereas a rise in the proportionate shares of the 
secondary and tertiary sectors means that the rates of growth 

Of their net outputs were higher than that of the total output 
at the national level, 

Conclusion.r^ 

The . analysis of the conposlte index of economic infrastruc- 
ture at, two points of time suggests ttet the position of economic 
infrastructure has Improved tremendously during the previous 
d-oade. However, inadequacy of economic infrastructural faci- 
lities in the states of Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Orissa and Madhya 
Pradesh still seems to be one of the major obstacles in the path 
of progress of the economy. Thus, development of economic ' 
infrastructure in these states for enhancing their capabilities 

Of resource utilisation Obviously becomes essential, besi^s 

ensuring proportionately higher allocations of per capita plan 

outlay a.s well as oentral assistance* ■ , 
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On the otter hand/ the analysis of the composite index 
of developn^nt at the selected points of time reveals that 
because of an irrprovement in the socio-economic status of 
Andhra Pradesh/ the number of states having higher level of 
develcpment showed a marginal increase from eight to nine 
during the reference period. But by and large it seems that 
development during the period of previous decade has followed 
the inter-regional pattern of 1970-71 only. Although almost 
all the states seem to have benefited from the previous 
plannlng/i the states, of Himachal Pradesh/ Uttar Pradesh/. Bihar, 
Rajasthan, Orissa and Madhya Pradesh, which still stand below 
the national average in respect of develcpment, require a 
fecial treatment during the subsequent plans. 

According to our terrporal analysis, inter-regional dispa- 
rities in levels of both economic infrastructure and <tevelopment 
have shown the tendency of convergence or depolarisation during 
seventies. But the reduction in respect of the former was much 
faster as compared to the latter. This is probably because the 
rapid' development in economic infrastructure has not resulted 
in a conmensurate develcpment ' of the economy in backward states. 

A marginal decline in regional disparities in levels of 
development is largely" explained by the percentage increase/ 
decrease in the indices of efficiency . use of investment during 
this period. In almost all the states having higher levels of 
development, the efficiency use of investment in percentage 
terms has accelerated to a considerable extent, whereas in 




states- having a lower level of •c^velcpment,,,,.tte^ 

.-■ ••efficxoijcy use', -of ■■investment, reg±stered;,a '-rregative--gro,wth^..v......^^^ ,i 

■j^deTspite'^thr presence. 'Of - recently -develcped'.economi-q ;fufrastriic^^^ 

ture... In. fact, there' seems to be the time lag involved between ■•' ■' 
making the economic infrastructure available and its effective c 

utilisation ,. I'he latter requires at leas t .scaio ■time to (isvelcp 

awareness, willingness and adoption among the people which is 
generally found to be lacking in the states of lower order of b 

development. Hence, development of economic infrastructure seems 
to be the necessary but not the sufficient condition for 
development. Virtually, the serious problems associated with the ' 
effective utilisation of economic infrastructure also need to be 
tackled simultaneously, b 

The coefficient of correlation between economic infrastru- ' 
cture and development as worked out separately for the selected 

points, of time suggests that there exists a high degree of . 

association between the two. Moreover, the analysis of the '■ 

functional relationship bel^een develcpmont and the associated ' 

variables based on the multiple regression model also establishes 
the highest relative importance of economic infrastructure in 
development at both the selected points of time. Besides, :■ 

through temporal analysis of the coefficients of the other ' 

associated variables, we also notice a deceleration in the 
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coefficient- of primary sector alongwith the simultaneous 
acceleration in those of the secondary and tertiary Sectoirs* 
Corollary to this, the downward trend in the s^hare of primary 
sector and the upward trend in those of the secondary and 
tertiary sectors in net domestic product are found to be 
prominent during the previous decade. It looks that, by and 
large, the downward trend in the share of primary s^tor was 
offset by the upward trend in the shares of secondary and 
tertiary sectors. 
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